
asked to report the runber of subsaibers to each service, and vaious other

information.

Much of the inronn8tion requested by the FCC is specific to individual

franchise ... served by the selected C8bIe iyStems. Quite commonly, a single

cable television system serves IIdjacent cornmanties or areas that, from the

perspective of Ioc8I hnchising 8UIhorities, CCJIWist d sepande franchises. The

operator customarily provides the .... let d service options throughout the

service area, ctwging a price for 88Ch thIIt does not vary from one franchise to

another. But since "competition", as defi led by the FCC, can be present in one

of a cable system's franchise areas and not others, the basic unit d observation

in the database developed by the FCC is C8bIe service in a franchise area.

For each of the cable systems, the FCC requested information on a

"primary" franchise Md, if the system's service territory consisted of more than

one franchise, a second franchise. A system's "prim&ry" franchise was defined

by the FCC as the frallChise drawn in the sample. The "secondary" franchise

was to be chosen by the system to favor eXIImpIes of effective competition,

different channel line-up or prices, and I.-ge subscriber size. Of the 687

systems returning valid questionnaires, 267 reported on only a primary franchise

and 420 reported on a primary and second8ry franchise.

After compiling the data reported by the surveyed cable systems, the FCC

then selected a subset of the responses, which it used to develop the

competitive benchmarks. Although the detaHs of this winnowing process remain

imprecise, the following steps were apparently employed. First. the FCC

eliminated cable franchises for which the reported data contained important
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For benctI1wk prices to be reasanIIbIe. they must allow the cable

systems regutated by them an opportunity to recover the cost of providing cable

service, including the cost of capital. If bencIvnarks prevent a number ('f cable

systems from re<:ovrwng their costs, the long-term consequence will be Iii

withdrawal of service from those areas, something not in the interest of

const.merS.

To 8V81u11te whether benchm8rks .. likely to provide systems with the

opportunity to recover their costs, it is helpful to address the following questions.

1. Are the data used to construct the bencIvnarks accurate?

2. Are the ArVice prices chqed by the "competitive" systems in the
sample adequate for those C8bIe systems to recover their costs?

3. Is the valid sample of competitive systems sufficiently large to
produce a statistically reliable musure of "competitive" prices?

4. Do the benctwnarks take into.8CCOI.I1t aU factors affecting service
costa necess.-y to prevent the benchmark prices from falling below
signific8ntly service costs for some cable systems?

It is true that, in the new regulatory environment, a cable system feeling

that the benchmark applicable to it is lI'Y88SONIbIy low would be afforded the

opportunity of justifying its prices by refetWlC8 to its cost of service. Thus, it

might appear that the reasonableness of the benchmark prices should not be of

great concern. But that overlooks the consideration that many cable systems,

especially small ones, frequently do not have the detailed cost records,

extending back in time, that finns accustomed to cost-based rate regulation are

7
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omissions. From the rwnaining frw1chi8es. it then retained all randomly selected

primary franchises -.c:I all franchises utisfying the "effective competition"

ailena.

The FCC designated three tests to determine whether a fr8lchise .. is

char8cterized by e«ective competition. An .. quilified as "competitive" If it

satisfied any of those conditions. which the FCC refers to as categories A. B.

andC.

category A: Service penetration in the frar lChise.. is no greater than
30%

category 11: Competing systems serve the fnlnchise areal

Qategory Q: A mU1icipaity-owned system serves the franchise are&2

For brevity. I will refer to these em.ia of competition as. respectively. 30%

penetration. overbuilds. and municipal systems. The prices charged in these

"competitive" franchise areas provide the key rtfW data from which the FCC

developed its benchmark prices.

The benchm8rks themselves are expressed in tenns of the average price

per dlamel a cable system would be allowed to d1arge for basic cable services.

Many cable systems offer two or more basic service packages. often referred to

as tiers. In such instMces. the basic service prices charged by a cable operator

would be tested by comparing its subsaibef': Mighted average price per channel

J To qualify as competitive~ this test, a rival system must cover at least 50% of the franchise
and obtain a penetration rate above 15%.

2 More precisely, the "fIiii1Chise authoritY' must offer a video programming service that is
available in over 50% of the franchise area.
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to the estimated price - the benchmark - that a comperabIe "competitive"

system would charge. In the example below, the weighted averege price per

ch8nneI is 82.9;, according to the FCC formula, which involves dividing the

subsaiber-weighted average price by the subsaiber-weighted number of

ch8mels. The subsaiber-weighted price is $11.60 (10 x 5001500 + 8 x 1001500
... ~.....

= 11.6) and the subscribet-weighted number of dw1neIs is 14 (10 x 500I50O +

20 x 1001500 = 14), which gives 82.9¢ ($11.60114 =82.9¢).

Basic

Expanded Basic

Price

$10

$8

SubIqibers

500

100

Qhamels

10

20

Using the sub-umpIe of the CIIbIe ayIItem hnc:hiHs it selected, the FCC

developed its benchmarks by estimating ... equ8tion relating the average price

per ch8me1 ctwged by a cable system in a franchise .., calculated in this

fashion, to four factors: (1) system subeaibers, (2) number of channels

available in all reguI8ted tiers, (3) number of .ellite-delivered ch8nneIs in all

regulated tiers, and (4) whether effective cornpetition exists in the franchise.

The form of the equation estimated by the FCC assumes that the prices

charged in a "competitive franchise" .. lower by a uniform proportion than the

prices charged in a non-competitive franchise by a system offering the same

services and having the same number of system-wide subscribers. So, for the

purpose of developing benchmarks, the key parameter is this uniform

competitive discount. The estimate of the competitive discount obviously

depends critically on the service prices charged in the "competitive" frandlises

in the sample.
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The eqtMtion estimated by the FCC was transI8ted into 8 ... of tables

displaying. the benchm8rk price - the &Vel. price per ch8meI that 8

"competitive" system would be predicted to ch8'ge - as 8 fu1ction of attributes

of cable systems. Examples of FCC benc:hn8ks for systems having 200
.............

- ·subsaibers and 800 subscribers ..di~ in the following table.

8erIc:hnwk PrIceIChMMI. 200 Subscrtbers

TotIII Basic etw-lil8ls

S8tellite Ch8nneIs

6

16

30

.1Z
$1.436

~

SO.776

$0.856

~

$0.404

$0.446

$0.476

Tot8I Basic Channels

Satellite CtwY1eIs .12 ~ ~

6 $1.397 $0.755 $0.393

16 $0.833 $0.434

30 $O.E3
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in the practice d keeping. To provide a coat juIIific8tion d basic service rates, it

would be necessary to separate those coets • system inan in the provision of

basic services from the costs it incus to provide those services not subject to

regulation. Moreover. since some of the costs d the a.wrent service provided by

a cabte system were incured some time in the~ good historical data are

necessary to paNay 8CCl.nItely the cost of services now being provided by cable

systems.

Cable systems often find it impossible or extremely difficutt to provide

such data. Colt 8CCCU1tI are often kept in terms d f\n:tional cost categories,

·such as service catls. or plant maintenance. Records frequently do not provide

enough inform8tion to dIStinguish, within a adegory, between basic and pay

service costs. As for records of 8IIets ueed to provide curent cable service that

were acquired in the past, finding cost records containing sufficient detail to

reasonably apportion those costs between basic and pay services is even more

challenging. VVhen they simply no longer exist. or can only be reclaimed

through a time-conaming search. the recotne to a cost-of-service justification

may be of little value.

Even those small systems th8t heve manained and preserved the

necessary cost records would have to prepare whatever analyses are required

to implement the methodology that is adopted to estimate the cost of regulated

services. The tuden that would be imposed on such systems of developing a

cost-of-service justification makes it quite important that a system of benctvnark

regulation estabfish reasonable price caps.
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I will now tLm to a discussion of what I see as some of the deficiencies of

the FCC bendvnarks.

1. Inaccurate Data

The portrayal d service prices, subeaiber I'UlIbers 81d channel c:ani8ge

contained in the FCC'. database is not 8Iways 8CCI.I1Ite. That is clear from spot

checks performed W1der my direction ... 8Iso from a comparison of the FCC

database with a "corrected" version of the d8t8base prepared by the National

cable Television AslOCiation. It would be very laborious to develop a

comprehensive evalulltion of the error ..... in the FCC database, the 8vet'1Ig8

size of the errors, 81d the effect of those errors on the benchmarks calculated by

the FCC. Although such an evallMtion would be quite l.UfuI, I am not aware

that anyone has lM1dertaken it. In its absence, all that can be said·· is that errors

in the FCC data may have led to inappropriate benchmarks.

2. Small Sample Size

Of the 3n hllChi.. used to develop the benctvnarks, the overwhelming

share are ''non-competitiv''. according the FCC's classification scheme. They

would have had only a minor effect on the stetisticaI derivation of "competitive"

benchmarks - as irtdeed should be the case. given the objective of obtaining a

benchmark that describes the cable service prices that emerge in competitive

markets.

The equation used by the FCC to generate the benchmarks is estimated

from a sample containing 45 small "competitive" cable systems. Within the

9
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group of small competitive systems. ttwre .. only two representatives of

systems having between 500 and 750 lliJeaibers, n only five with between

750 and 1000. There .. various ways d~ the imprecision introduced

by sample size in the development d c:ornpetitNe benchmarks. One useful

measure relates to the variable in the FCC's equation d1aracterizing whether or

not a service is "competitive".

Table 1: SIMI. S,....1n the FCC S8mpIe

- ..
System Not 30% Private Mu1icipaI C.'gaiy

Subscribers - ...
PenetnItion Overbuilds Markets TobIII

o to 50 4 5 0 1 10

so to 100 5 7 0 0 12

100 to 250 19 7 4 1 31

250 to 500 25 9 0 4 38

500 to 750 15 1 1 0 17

750 to 1000 9 3 2 0 14

TOTAL n 32 7 6 122

According to the FCC's analysis. service prices are 9% lower in

"competitive" fnInchises. other factors equal. If two systems have identical

numbers of subsaibers and chameIs, but one operates in a "competitive"

franchise and the other does not, the FCC would predid that service prices in

the competitive franchise would be 9% lower. But in actuality, that estimate is

subject to uncertainty, which can be quantified. The probability is 95% that

franchise competition reduces prices somewhere between 3.5% and 14.1%. In

cala,lIating its benctvnarks, the FCC has assumed that competitionunifonnly

10



reduces service prices by 9%, which is close to the midpoint of this interval. But

we can be 95% Sln, according to the FCC's equation, only that prices ct8ged

in "competitive" fIwlchise 888S are somewhere between 3.5% and 14.1 % below

the prices ct8ged in ...classified as non-competitive.

Even the figln of 45 almost certainly overstates the m.mber of C8bIe

systems in the databae capable of providing • NI... guide to "competitM"

prices. Six of the small cable systems~ • competitive bec8use they 8f'8

nu1icipally owned or compete with a rn&.nicipal cable system. But in those

n8'kets, prices may well be below the cost c:A a private sector operator, bec8use

municipal cable services have W1ique cost 1Idvantages. In addition, six of the

seven private overbuilds involving small systems have existed five Y88'S or less

(five of these have been competing less than four years). Such short-term

competition is typicality characterized by price wars, during which prices are

often held well below .average total cost. If the short-term overbuilds (lasting five

years or less) and nwkets involving mu'licipal systems are removed, the FCC

sample contains only 33 small "competitive" cable frwlchises.

SIMI. Systems with CompetItIve Franchises

Excluding Questionable
Competition Criteria FCC Data Franchises

30% Penetration 32 32

Private Overbuilds 7 1

Municipal Franchises 6 0

Total 45 33

11
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3. Inappropriate Choice of Benc:hm8rk Systems

Markets involving municipal cable systems Met short-term overbuilds

C8MOt be expected to provide a reliable guide to the prices that characterize

sustainable competition between private cable systems. A municipal cable

system has cost adv8ntages unaV8i18ble to private cable systems, including

access to inexpensive finance (tax exempt bonds), UI8 of public rights-of-way at

no charge, and exemption from fr8nchise fees and property taxes. These

considerations would lead to the expect8tion that prices charged by municipal

systems tend to be lower than the prices eh8rged by competing private cable

systems.

That does indeed seem ·to be tI"w of the C8bIe systems in the FCC

database. The "competition" variable in the FCC's benchmark equation

indicates whether the system qualifies as being classified as competitive by any
of the three FCC tests (30% penetration, private overbuild, municipal system).

We replaced that single variable in our .-lysis by sepanlte variables indicating

respectively whether or not the system (8) had 8 penetIation rate of 30% or less,

(b) was involved in a private overbuild, or (c) was a municipal system. With that

reformulation, we nHStimated the FCC eqll8tion. The results revealed that

basic service prices charged by municipal systems are almost 15% below prices

charged by competing private systems, other factors equal.

It is also questionable whether some of the prices charged by competing

private systems provide a suitable basis for developing benchmark prices.

Cable overbuilds almost invariably precipitate price wars far more drastic than

the price competition that occurs in most markets. The reason is not hard to

12



find. The fixed costs of providing cable service, which include the distribution

system, are quite high. Once those costs .-e incured, the \WiabIe cost of

serving a subsaiber is rel8ti~ly low. When cable systems compete head-to­

head, each has an incentive to drop its price as low as the variable cost of

service, a low figw'e, if the alternative is to lose subsaibers to the rival cable

system.

As a case in point, one of the overbuild C8bIe systems in the FCC

database is dwging $1.85 for its second tier, which contains 26 satellite­

transmitted cIw1neIs of programming. we determined the channel line-up (the

FCC did not ask for such information) and C8IcuI8ted the programming fees that

the SYStem would incur for each tier 2 subsaiber. That cost alone, assuming the

program fees had been charged at "rate rMtl', would have arncuded to over

$2.70 per subscriber - 50% above the price being charged by the operator for

the service. In practice, cable SYStems sometimes obtain substantial discooots

from a chamel supplier's rate caret But even then, this case provides a clear

example of a price that is unsustainable over the long run. Benchmarks

reflecting price~ could clearly prevent cable systems from recovering their

service costs, and the resulting regulation would provide no incentive to continue

to supply cable service.

Competitive benchmarks should be developed from instances of enduring

competition, in which the rival cable systems have moved beyond the price-war

stage to reach a sustainable price equilibrium that allows each to recover its

fixed as well as variable service costs. Price wars typically characterize the

early years of an overbuild situation. After that, either some form of

13
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consolidation of the two systems ocan or competition persists, but with each

rival increasing its price to a sustainable level.

Evidence of this can be fcu1d in the FCC detabase. We re-estimated a

modified version of the FCC equ8tion. using only those cable systems involved

in an overbuild situation. and we added • val i8bIe describing how long

competition had persisted in each insta1ce. I b.n:t that in franchises where the

duration of competition was five ye8f8 or ..... prices were 25% lower than in

those franchises where competition had encknd more than five years. The

statistical reliability of this difference is 6XIIemeIy high. which means there is

little doubt that the prices associated with short-term competition ..

substantially lower than the prices that have emerged from more durable

competition.3

Removing markets served by nuNcipal systems and short-tenn

overbuilds from the FCC's sample and re-estImating the benctmark equation

causes the benctmark prices to inaeae. The benchmark prices that result,

which are reported in the appendix. exc.ed the FCC's benchr1w'ks by an

amount that varies with system size and the dlannels provided in the basic

3 There is no MId ... fIIIt rule governing how long...__ may persist. In some settings,
such 85 gas st8IJon comp••Dn.~ price _...., over very protraded periods of
time. But the price .... COIIducted.by compellng .,.. to be chMIcteItzed by
holding prices very low over ......MId periods of lnlermIlent price cuts.
Intuitively, it seems quite unIkety th8t cable price_. In prices ere held below IIYenIg8
total cost. would persist far over • decade. We ·prIce behInrior in frMchise ...
containing overtJulds see.... to clffer systemII• .,wIIb the number of years the overbuild
siluMion Mel persisted. This W8S done by MdInD • biMry wriIlbIe taking on a v..... of one if
competition in the franchiIe WItS (so t.., "shoft-tenn-. We vIIrious definition of "short-
tenn- competition, r.ngIng fIvm competitian tNII one ynr or less to competitian that
has persisted ten ye8fS or.... The bcKInc*y point h8vtng the greatest explanatory power (R­
squared) was five years. (See Appendix 2.)
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service packages. Depending on those attributes, the benchmarks increase

from approximately 7% to 16%.

In order to determine how much the ...... benctmark price would be

raised for systems subject to regulation, we c.n compare the average price per

channel determined by the FCC benctwn8fks with the corresponding

benchmarks when fra1chises served by fIU1icipaIities and short-term

competitors are excluded. The~ve" syatems in the sample used by

the FCC to estimate its benchmarks prices should provide 8 reasonably accurate

profile of the systems that will be subject to regulation. Treating those systems

as representative, the average increase in benchnNll'k prices as a result of

excluding franchises served by municipal systems 81d short-term overbuilds can

be determined. The results are shown the following table. The higher

benctmarks resulting from excluding franchises with short-term competition and

small System 1Ienchmarks, EIImInIItIng QueatIOftIIbIe Franc:hIM Arus

Excluding franchises where Ina'8ase in Average Benctmark Price

1} competition is recent (5 years or less) 4.0%

2) municipal service is provided 4.2%

3) both (1) and (2) 11%

municipal systems would require 48% of all "non-competitive" systems to lower

their rates, if the FCC's sample is representative.
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b __-'-_.II Prediction Errors4. pen""".... "

If a b8nchrnM( equation is to impoM .-.onabIe caps on the prices

charged by regulated systems, the equeIion must be able to portray acantely

the prices charged by the competitive systems intended to serve as the

benchmarks. The reason, on reflection, is cIeer. Suppose that cable systems A

and a are identical in every respect. except that a directly competes with

another cable system. The general theory d t.1chrnat1< regulation would then

say that the price charged by a provides the appropriate benchmark for

regulating A's price. That is true becawe the two systems provide identical

services and operate in identical envirorwnentl, so the price charged by a should

reveal the price that A wouldf!1arge if it, also, were operating in a competitive

market

aut, pursuing this example, the bencIYrwk that the FCC plans to apply to

system A is not the price charged by a, but rather the price that the FCC's

equation predicts that a charges. That makes it important for the b8nchrnM(

equation to be able to predict accurately the prices charged by the "competitive"

systems. To revert again to the previous example, suppose more conaetely that

system a charges S20 per month for basic service, but the FCC's equation

predicts that it charges $16 per month. Then system A would be limited to a $16

price, even though the correct benctvnark is $20. This problem would not arise,

obViously, if the equation correctly predicted the prices charged by competitive

systems. Whether the FCC equation does accurately predict "competitive"

prices is therefore quite important.
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In order to acanlely predict competitive service prices, it is necessary to

take into accolMlt all c:I the factors sigr'IirantIy influencing price formation in

competitive markets. For example, C8bIe disIribution pI81t installed &.WldergrCUld

is considerably more expensive that aerial distribution. and the proportion of

plant undergt"CUld v.-ies widely from one system to~. If that factor has
,

an important infll81C8 on prices charged in competitive markets. but is ignored

by the equation used to predid competitNe service prices. it is quite unlikely that

the predidions made by the equation would be very accurate. The FCC

equation predicts service prices in competitive markets by taking into account

only three factors: the runber of subscribers, the runber of chamels. and the

number of satellite-delivered chamels.

Whether those three variables .. .tequate to 8CCU8teIy predict

competitive prices is ultimately an empiriCIII matter. The ideal test would be to

draw a new, random sample of "competitive" cable systems and detennine how

accurately their prices ... predicted by the FCC equation. An easier test is to

examine how well the equation predicts the prices of "competitive" systems in its

database. Since the equation estimated by the FCC is based importantly on

those particular systems, I would expect it to predid those prices more

accurately than prices charged by a new sample of competitive cable systems,

or competitive systems in general. In other words. if the equation does not

predid accurately the prices of competitive systems in the sample from which it

was estimated, it is even less likely to do so when applied to competitive

systems in general.

A comparison of the prices charged by small competitive cable systems in

the FCC sample with the prices preclided for those systems by the FCC
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equation reveals some large errors. The FCC's benchmark equation is

incapable of accounting for almost one-haIf of the price \Wiations among small

cable systems. Of the 45 small competitive C8bIe systems in the FCC sample,

the FCC's benchmark equation underst8tes the prices charged by 20 of the

systems and overstates the prices of the~. Both types of errors, of

COln8, are t.I1desirable. BUi grrors in the direction of lRierstating the prices

actually charged by the benchmark systems .. more serious. since they raise

the possibility that comparable systems subject to regulation will be incapable of

recovering their costs, and thus threatened with the prospect of going out of

business.

The outcome that 20 of the 45 smell competitive systems used by the

FCC are themselves 8boYe the FCC~ can be viewed from a differwlt

perspective. Although "noncompetitive" systems charging the same rates would

have to reduce their prices, the "competitive" systems do not.

Of the 20 small competitive systems with higher th8"I predicted rates, their

prices exceeded by 26% the prices predicted by the FCC equation, on average.

To examine these ooderestimates in men detail, I arranged the 20 cable

systems in the order of how much their prices exceected the predicted prices,

and then divided the ordered list into groups of five. I then calculated, for each

group of five, the average amount by which the actual price exceeded the price

predided by the FCC. The results are displayed on the following table.
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AduIIJiompetitive Prices R.... to B!mDnIds Prices
1st Quartile 4.2% higher

2nd Quartile 12.3% higher

3rd Quartile 17.4% higher

4th Quartile 85.6% higher

William Shew

Executed on June 18, 1993

Systems in the lowest qwrtile ct.ve prices thIIt elCled the FCC benchmarks

by an average rI 4%. But prices ch8rged by competitive systems in the fowth

quartile are fully 85% above the FCC's benchmarks. It is difficult to resist the

conclusion that. in such instances, the FCC benchmarks would deprive small

cable systems of the opportwlity to recover the cost of providing service.
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Appendix A

Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short-tenn Competitive Fl1Inchlses Are Excluded

Systems with 50 sUbscribers, 5 to 24 channels: Price. per Channel

Satellite Total channel. on regulated tiers Satellite
Channel. 5 8 7 8 8 10 13 23 Channel.

o $2.814 $2.480 $2.180 1.t42 '1.715 $1.102 . 1.277 . 1 0
1 $2.814 $2.490 $2.180 $1 ....2 $1.755 $1.1102 " .• '1.277 $1.1" '1.121 " .• $1.013 $0.• SO.121 SO.•' SO...... SO..11 SO.711 1
2 $3.183 $2.728 $2.311 $2.121 $1.123 ,1.7M .1.117 $1.800 $1.400 $1.313 ".231 $1.170 $1.110 S1.057 $1.001 SO.• $0.• $0.• SO.155 2
3 $3.388 $2.878 $2.518 $2.245 $2.021 S1.I52 S1.701 '1.512 $1.478 '1.315 '1.301 $1.234 .1.171 $1.115 .1.C184 $1.011 SO.871 SO.831 $0.802 3
4 $3.499 $2.989 $2.817 $2.332 $2.1015 '1.923 ".771 '1.1..3 11.534 $1.431 $1.355 11.212 .1.217 '1.158 '1.105 $1.057 ".014 $0.87" $0.937 $0.903 4
5 $3.603 $3.078 $2.895 $2.401 $2.188 $1.981 ".82" '1.882 .1.578 $1.481 ,1.3. '1.320 '1.253 $1.183 $1.131 ',.on ".044 '1.003 $0.• $0.830 5
8 $3.153 $2.760 $2.460 $2.222 $2.029 $1.888 $1.733 $1.818 $1.517 $1.430 $1.352 '1.213 $1.222 $1.188 11.115 11.088 $1.027 $0.• $0.853 8
7 $2.817 $2.510 '2.288 '2.071 $1.907 '1.788 $1.851 $1.548 ".458 '1.310 11.310 $1.2"7 ".190 $1.131 $1.081 $1.CMI $1.008 $0.872 7
8 $2.555 $2.308 '2.107 ., ...., 'UOO '1.810 '1.578 $1.4111 '1.401 St.333 ,1.2. '1.211 .1.151 ".111 ".0157 11.027 $0." 8
9 $2.344 $2.140 $1.971 '1.121 '1.707 $1.101 '1.501 '1.427 $1.35" $1.• $1.230 ".177 '1.128 '1.01" ".043 ".005 8

10 $2.170 '1.999 '1.154 $1.730 S1.I23 '1.121 .,.......1.373 SU07 .1.2..7 sua .,.1.... ,1.0.. $1.057 S1.018 10
11 $2.024 '1.178 $1.752 .1.8.....1.541 '1.481 .1.310 " .• 11.283 11.201 S1.158 ".113 11.071 IU»32 11
12 '1.899 $1.772 $1.813 .1.187 '1.482 " .• " .• S1.277 .1.222 11.172 '1.121 '1.013 ".044 12
13 $1.791 " .••ua 11.49" SU21 .1.311 S1.2t1 $1.231 '1.114 ".137 ,1.0. ,UII& 13
14 $1.197 ".. '1.512 .,.... ,1._ '1.304 .1.247 S1.1. '1.148 11.101 '1.011 14
15 .1.813 .1.5. 11.4. ".371 S1.31' S1. $1.207 ,1.11t $1.115 sum 15
18 ".531 S1.. 11.310 $1.327 S1.- 11.217 11.1. $1.125 $1.(184 18
17 $1.472 S1.401 $1.337 ".271 11.227 S1.178 S1.134 sun 17
18 $'."'2 11.3..7 11.• $1.238 $1.187 '1.143 $1.101 18
19 $1.357 .1.211 $1.2..5 '1.1. ".'5' 11.108 19
20 '1.307 ".253 ".204 '1.158 '1.117 20
21 $1.281 $1.212 $1.188 ".124 21
22 $1.219 ".'73 ".13' 22
23 $1.180 $1.138 23
24 .,.1.... 24

5 8 7 8 9·· 10 11 12 f3 14 f5 --'8 -- 17-11 19 20 21 ·22--- 23 24

Total channel. on reaulated tI....

Note: Benchmartts derived by r...stlmatlng the FCC benchmark equMlon from the FCC 1IfIlPIe, exdudlng frInchIses served
by a munlclpally-owned cable system and french... chlrac:teriled by competttIon 11'181 ha. perUIed 5 yea" or .....
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Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short·tenn Competitive Franchises Are Excluded

Systems with 100 subscribers, 5 ~o 24 chan~els: Prices per Channel

S.telllte Tot81 ch.nnels on regu18ted tI.... 8.telHte
Ch.nnels 5 6 7 8 1 10 15 Ch.nneft

o 2.707 .313 2.025 '1. 1. 1. 1. . . . . .. .. 0
1 $2.707 S2.313 $2.025 '1.104 $1.130 '1.. $UMI SO.• SO....1 SO.• SO.• SO.,1. SO.714 10.753 lO.ne SO.. 1
2 $2.• S2.534 $2.218 $Un $1.718 $1.130 $1.211 '1.141 '1.017 $1.031 SO.• SO.137 SO.• SO." 10.121 SO.1M $0.718 2
3 $3.129 $2.873 $2.340 '2.015 .1.... · '1.720 '1.514 '1.470 '1.371 $1.218 $1.212 $1.148 $1.• $1.031 SO.• SO..... $0.107 $0.171 SO.• $0.101 3
4 $3.250 $2.778 S2.431 $2.1. $1.157 $1.718 $U"'. $1.521 $1.424 $1.331 '1.211 $1.111 $1.130 $1.071 $1.021 $0.112 $O.M2 10.105 $0.'70 $0.131 4
5 $3.347 $2.859 S2.503 $2.231 $2.015 $1.840 $1.8... '1.572 $1.487 $1.378 $1.218 $1.221 $1.114 $1.101 ".0157 $1.011 $0.170 $0.132 $0." 10.... 5
6 $2.929 $2.564 S2.285 $2.084 $1.185 $1.738 S1.810 $1.503 $1.401 $1.328 $use $1.112 $1.135 $1.013 $1.038 $0.913 10.154 $0.918 $0.885 6
7 $2.617 $2.332 $2.101 $1.123 $1.771 $1.843 $1.533 $1.438 $1.355 $1.282 ".2'8 $1.158 $1.1015 '1.0157 $1.014 $0.174 10.937 $0.103 7
8 S2.373 $2.144 $1.157 '1.803 $1.172 $1.581 .,...... .1.371 '1.301 '1.231 '1.171 .1.125 ,U)7I $1.032 $0.911 $0.154 $0.'" 8
9 $2.117 $1." '1.831 $1.118 $1.585 $1.417 '1.401 '1.325 ".257 $1.117 '1.142 '1.013 $1.048 $1.007 $0.• $O.t34 9

10 $2.018 $1.857 $1.722 $1.807 $1.501 $1.420 $1.344 $1.275 $1.214 '1.111 '1.101 $1.082 $1.021 SO.IU SO....7 10
11 $1.180 $1.744 $1.121 $1.527 '1.438 $1.311 $1.2" '1.221 '1.173 $1.122 $1.078 $1.034 10.• $0.159 11
12 $1.784 $1.148 $1.544 $1.455 $1.378 $1.301 $1.243 $1.118 $1.135 $1.018 $1.045 $1.001 $0.170 12
13 $1.884 $1.181 $1.470 $1.3" 11.3. 11.• 11.18 11.147 '1.100 S1.057 $1.017 SO.. 13
14 $1.578 $1.• $1.404 11.333 $1.• 11.211 $1.111 $1.111 $1.017 $1.027 SO.. 14
15 $ute $1.417 $1.348 Ii.• $1.222 '1.111 $1.121 $1.0n $1.038 $0.. 15
18 $U2t 11.3'7 $1.211 11.232 $1.171 $1.130 $1.018 $1.045 $1.007 16
17 $1.387 $1.302 $1.242 $1.1.. $1.131 $1.015 $1.053 $1.015 17
18 '1.311 $1.252 '1.117 $1.148 $1.103 $1.011 $1.023 18
19 $1.281 $1.201 $1.1se $1.111 $1.011 $1.030 19
20 $1.214 $1.184 $1.118 $1.078 $1.037 20
21 $1.172 $1.125 $1.013 $1.044 21
22 $1.132 $1.090 $1.050 22
23 $1.098 $1.057 23
24 $1.013 24

56789
Tot81 channels on reaulated tI....

10 11 12 13 14 15 18 --17 18 19 20 -21 22 23 24

Note: Benchmark. derived by re...timating the FCC benchmllrt equ.tlon from the FCC nmp", excluding franchllel served
by I munlcip.lly-owned cOle Iyltem .nd fr.nch.... ch.racterlsed by competition that hal pctI'Ilsted 5 ye.rs or .....
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Benchmark Cable Rate. When Municipal and Short·tenn Competitive Franchl.e. Are Excluded

Sy.tems with 50 .ubscrlbers, 25 to 100 channels: Prices per Channel

Satelllt. Total channel. on regulated tt.... Sat.lllte
Channel. 25 30 35 40 45 85 70 75 Channel.

o .728 $0.821 $0.543 ...... $0.437 . 1 .211 1. . . . . 0
5 $0.898 $0.787 $0.872 SO.• SO....1 to... to.• to.M to.• '1..,12 to.m to.214 to.271 5

10 $0..... $0...., SO.738 $0." to.. to....1 to.. to.. SO.431 to.. ..311 SO.•1 •.342 •.• ..311 • .217 10
15 $1.038 $0.817 $0.778 SO.••.821 SO.571 SO.52I •.••.• SO.427 SO.• to.• " .•1 ".144 •.321 SCU14 15
20 $1.078 $0.921 SO.• SO.719 SO.849 SO.5t3 SO.148 •.• to.413 SO.443 to.411 to.• ".375 to.S to.S41 • .- 20
25 $1.110 $0.949 $0.830 SO.740 SO.• SO.810 SO.M2 •.121 SO.4I7 •.457 •.430 •.407 to.••.317 ••351 •.338 25
30 $0.972 $0.851 $0.758 $0.885 SO.825 SO.578 SO.5S4 SO.• SO.••.441 SO.417 $0.• SO.378 SO.• SO.I44 30
35 $0.868 $0.774 SO.• $0.838 SO.581 $0.545 SO.• SO.477 to.• to.425 •.404 •.384 •.317 $0.351 35
40 $0.787 $0.711 $0.849 SO.598 SO.555 $0.518 $0.418 SO.451 SO.433 $0.411 $O.St1 •.313 SO.317 40
45 $0.722 SO.18O SO.107 to.. SO.. to.. SO.. ..440 to.417 SO." to.m to.. 45
50 50.. SO.818 to.171 •.113 SO.. $0.471 to... .... to.. .... to.. 50
55 SO.824 $0.1" •.140 to.. to.477 to....1 to:_ to.. to.. ..S72 55
80 SO.5I5 SO.148 SO.512 •.• to.417 to.. ..412 to... to.m 80
85 SO.552 •.111 to."1 $0._ ".417 to.. $0..1 85
70 SO.523 •.• .. ".421 .... ..... 70
75 •.417 10.410 •.• $0._ $0._ 75
80 10.474 •.• to.. $0._ .381 ISO
1S5 •.454 ".432 ....12 .... 1S5
90 ".435 10.411 •.317 90
95 •.418 •.400 95

100 SO.403 100

25 30 35 40 45
Total channel. on reaulated tt....

50 55 80 85 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

Note: Benchmarb derived by ......tlmatlno the FCC benchmark equation from the FCC sample, excluding franchisel served
by a municipally-owned cable Iystem and franch.... eftared.rIIed by competition that hal persisted 5 yea,. or 1e.1.
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Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short·tenn Competitive Franchises Are Excluded

Systems with 100 sUbscribers, 25 to 100 channels: Prices per Channel

Satellite Total channels on regulated tie,. Satellite
Channel, 30 35 40 ..5 Channels

o .578 SO. .. . .. . . . 0
5 $0.713 SO.82" $0.• $0.502 ......422 SO.• SO.••.343 m to.........271 SO." ... 5

10 $0.781 SO." $0.101 $0.110 to.• to.• to.• SO.401 .m to.••"1 SO.• to.••.218 10
15 $0.82" SO.721 $0.143 SO.• SO.13O $0 SO.423 $0.•••17" SO.311 SO.• $0.211 15
20 $0.858 SO.7..1 $0.817 $0.103 $0.551 $0.107 SO."70 $0.......12 $0•• to.317 SO.348 to.331 $0.311 $0.303 20
25 $0.881 $0.771 SO.887 SO.821 $0.517 $0.522 $0...... SO.452 SO.424 SO.• to.m SO.• $0.341 SO.• $0.312 25
30 SO.903 $0.790 $0.704 SO.838 $0.581 $0.535 $0.418 $0.483 SO.434 $0.401 $0.387 $0.•7 $0.310 $0.334 $0.319 30
35 $0.806 $0.719 $0.&49 $0.593 $0.548 $0.508 $0."73 $0.443 $0.411 $0.315 $0.375 $0.357 $0.341 $0.328 35
40 $0.731 $0.811 $0.803 50.• SO.515 $0.411 SO.451 $O.as $0.402 SO.• SO.• SO.347 SO.332 ..0
45 $0.871 SO.113 SO.514 $0.523 $0.. $0.458 SO.Q2 $0.401 SO_ SO.. $0.. SO.337 ..5
50 $0.821 $0.572 SO.531 SO.. SO.. SO.. SO.414 to.. SO.314 to.317 SO.341 50
55 SO.579 $0.137 $0.102 SO.,,70 SO.443 SO.411 to.. $0.371 $0.•1 $0.341 55
60 $0.544 $0.507 $0."71 $0."'" $0.424 $0.402 $0.. $0.. $0.. 80
85 $0.513 $0.411 $0.• $0.• SO.401 SO.'" SO.• SO.. 85
70 50.. $0.. $0.433 to.411 SO.311 so.m $0.317 70
75 SO.482 $0.437 $0.414 SO.. to.377 .... 75
80 $0.440 $0.411 to.. $0.380 $0.. 80
85 $0.421 $0.401 to.. SCUll 85
90 $0.404 SO.. SO.. 90
95 SO.388 $0.372 95

100 $0.374 100

25 30 35 ..0 45
Total chlnnel, on reautated tI.,. 50 55 60 85 70 75 80 85 90 lJ5 100

/

Note: Benchmarks derived by re..stlm.tlng the FCC benchmark equation from the FCC umpIe, excluding hnchlIeIlIfYed
by • munlclp.IIy-owned cable system .nd frlnchIIn charec:terlled by compatltlon that hili peralated 5 ye.,.. or Ie...
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Benchmark Cable Rate. When Municipal and Short-term Competitive Franchi••• Ar. Excluded

Systems with 250 sub.crlbers, 5 to 24 channels: Prices per Channel

Satellite Total channels on regulated tie,.. Satellite
Channels 5 6 7 I I 10 11 13 17 23 Channell

o $2.590 2.213 $1.937 1. 28 1. 1.424 $1.311 1.1. " 1 . .. $0.. 0
1 $2.510 $2.213 $1.937 $1.721 $1.5M $1.424 $1.311 $1.13S $1.015 $1.1113 to.... to.101 $0.157 SO.•'. SO.713 SO.71O $0.721 $0..... SO.. 1
2 $2.137 $2.424 $2.122 $1.811 $1.701 $1.1110 $1.437 '1.333 ".244 $1.117 " .• SUMO SO.1I7 $0.• SO.• SO.• SO.122 SO.7IO SO.7IO $0.733 2
3 $2.993 $2.557 $2.239 $1.115 $1.802 $1.845 $1.518 $1.401 $1.312 $1.231 ".'10 $1.017 $UM1 SO.•' SO..... SO.• SO.817 $0.133 SO.802 SO.n3 3
4 $3.109 $2.658 $2.325 $2.072 $1.872 $1.701 $1.574 $1.410 $1.313 $1.271 $1.204 $1.131 $1.011 $1.021 SO.t12 $0.140 $0.101 $0.115 $0.133 $0.103 4
5 $3.202 $2.735 $2.395 $2.134 $1.121 $1.710 $1.821 '1.104 $1.403 $1.311 '1.240 $1.173 ".113 $1.010 $1.011 $0." $O.m $0.191 $0.151 $0.127 5
6 $2.802 $2.453 $2.188 ".975 '1.803 ".l5IO $1.540 ".431 $1.341 $1.270 $1.202 $1.140 $1.015 $1.038 $0.•' $0.150 $0.113 $0.171 $0....7 6
7 $2.503 $2.231 $2.015 $1.840 $1.695 $1.572 $1.487 $1.378 $1.217 $1.228 $1.184 '1.101 $1.057 $1.011 $0.170 $0.932 $0.118 $0.184 7
8 $2.270 $2.051 $1.173 $1.725 $UOO $1.413 $1.401 $1.320 $1.241 $1.1'" ".127 $1.078 $1.021 $0.117 $0..... $0.112 $0.110 I)
9 $2.013 $1.102 $1.752 $U25 $1.518 $1.422 $1.340 $1.2" $1.203 $1.141 $1.013 $1.• $1.002 SO.• SO.127 SO.. 9

10 $1.121 $1.n8 $U41 $1.531 $1.442 '1.311 $1.• $1.220 $1.181 $1.101 $1.• $1.01' SO.178 SO.14O SO.. 10
11 $1.799 $1.118 $1.557 $1.411 $1.378 $1.302 $1.235 $1.178 $1.122 $1.074 $1.021 SO.• SO.162 $0."7 11
12 $uaa $1.575 $1.4n '1.312 '1.317 $1.241 $1.1. '1.1. ".• $1.041 $1.000 SO.• to.. 12
13 $1.592 $1.413 '1.407 $1.331 $1.213 $1.202 $1.147 '1.0'7 $um $1.011 SO.I73 SO." 13
14 $1.501 '1.421 $1.344 $1.271 ".2'4 .1.1M ".'01 ${012 S1.021 SO.• SO.147 14
15 $1.434 $1.3M $1.217 ".225 ".1. $1.111 $1.072 $1.030 SO.•' SO.. 15
18 $1.387 $1.2. $1.235 $1.171 $1.121 ';1.011 $1.031 $1.000 SO." 18
17 $1.301 $1.245 $1.1aa $1.137 $1.010 $1.047 $1.001 $0.171 17
18 $1.255 $1.1'7 $1.141 $1.011 $1.055 $1.015 $0.171 18
19 $1.208 $1.154 '1.106 $1.013 $1.023 SO.. 11
20 ".'82 $1.114 $1.070 $1.030 SO.. 20
21 ".121 $1.on $1.038 SO.. 21
22 $1.013 $1.043 $1.005 22
23 ".049 ".011 23
~ S1m7 ~

58789
Total channels on reaulated tI.,..

10 11 12 13 14 15 1811 11 19 20 21 22 23 24

Note: Benchmarks derived by re-eltimaUng the FCC benchlNlrk equation from the FCC umpIe, exclUdIng htlChllet Hrved
by a munlclpafty.owned cable Iystem and franchtHl charKtetiHd by cornpetlllon thel hIS perslltld 5 years or lell.
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Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short-term Competitive Franchises Are Excluded

Systems with 500 subscribers, 5 to 24 channels: Prices per Channel

Satellite Total channel. on regulated tie,. a..lltle
Channel. 5 8 7 8 9 10 13 20 Channel.

o $2.552 $2.180 $1.809 1.701 $1. 1.403 . 1. 1 .. 0
1 $2.552 $2.180 $1.80. $1.701 $1.531 $1.403 $1.111 '1.041 $0.• $0.• $0.117 $0.• $0.771$0.731 •.710 .... .... 1
2 $2.788 $2.389 $2.091 '1.883 $1.113 $1.537 $1.221 $1.110 $1.013 ".024 $0.172 $0.• $0.113 $0.145 $0.810 $0.778 $0.74' $0.122 2
3 $2.949 $2.520 $2.208 $1.888 $1.778 $1.121 $1.413 $1.315 $1.213 $1.213 $1.10 $1.011 ".021 $O.m $0.132 $0.•' $0.155 $0.121 $0.790 SO.712 3
.. $3.083 $2.817 $2.291 $2.042 $1.844 $1." $1.551 $1.431 $1.343 $1.210 $1.117 $1.122 ".088 $1.014 $0.'" $0.128 $0.188 $0.153 $0.121 SO.781 •
5 $3.155 $2.895 $2.360 $2.103 $1.899 $1.734 $1.597 $1.482 $1.313 $1.297 $1.222 $1.1M '1.017 $1.044 SO.197 SO.153 $0.914 $0.878 $0.145 SO.815 5
8 $2.761 $2.417 $2.154 $1.948 $1.778 $1.138 $1.518 $1.418 $1.321 $1.252 $1.114 $1.124 $1.070 $1.021 $0.177 $0.138 $0." SO.• $0.134 8
7 $2.467 $2.198 $1.988 $1.813 $1.170 $1.549 $1.448 $1.3158 $1.278 $1.201 $1.147 $1.092 $1.042 SO.887 SO.• SO.918 SO.883 SO.851 7
8 $2.237 $2.021 $1.845 $1.899 $1.578 $1.471 $1.3eo $1.300 $1.230 $1.187 $1.111 $1.080 $1.014 SO.I72 $0.934 $0.• $0.•7 8
9 $2.052 $1.874 $1.721 $1.801 $1.414 ".402 $1.321 $1.241 $1.185 $1.128 $1.077 $1.030 SO.... $0..... $0.813 $0.110 9

10 $1.900 $1.750 $1.123 $1.515 $1.421 $1.331 $1.• $1.202 .,.1.... $1.012 ".045 $Um $0.112 $0.• $0.. 10
11 $1.772 $1.844 $1.534 '1.431 $1.3M $1.212 '1.217 '1.19 ".101 $1.051 ".014 $0.174 $0.931 SO.104 11
12 $1.683 ".552 $1.4158 $1.372 $1.217 ".231 $1.172 $1.118 $1.070 $1.021 $0." SO.14I SO.814 12
13 $1.588 $1.471 $1.• $1.311 .1.2.... $1.184 ".130 $1.011 $1.037 $0." SO." $0.... 13
14 $1.• $1.400 $1.324 " .• ".,. $1.141 " .• $1.047 $1.001 SO.• SO.. 1.
15 $1.413 $1.338 $1.- ".207 $1.152 '1.102 '1.011 ".0'5 SO.177 $0.141 15
18 $1.347 $1.271 $1.217 .1.112 $1.111 $1.011 ".024 $0.• $0.150 18
17 $1.21t $1.227 ".171 $1.120 $1.074 ".032 SO.1I3 SO.157 17
18 $1.238 $1.110 $1.121 $1.012 $1.040 $1.000 $0.114 18
19 $1.1. ".137 $1.090 ".047 $1.008 SO.171 19
20 $1.145 ".097 '1.054 '1.014 $0.178 20
21 $1.104 $1.011 $1.021 $0..... 21
22 $1.017 $1.027 $O.tto 22
23 $1.033 $0.. 23
24 $1.002 24

58789
Total channel. on rwaulated tI.,. 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2

Note: Benchmarks derived by ,....tlm8t1ng the FCC benchmark equation from the FCC ...... exclUdIng franchIIes served
by • munlclpaRy-owned cable .ystem and franchlMt characterised by competIlion that h.. persisted 5 yea,. or .....
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Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short-term Competitive Franchises Are Excluded

Systems with 250 subscribers, 25 to 100 channels: Prices per Channel

Sitellite Total channel. on regulated tie... Satellite
Chlnnel. 25 30 35 40 45 Channel.

o 0.548 $0.552 $0.413 .430. . . 7. . to 1 . . 0
5 SO.7. $0.882 SO.517 SO.532 SO.• to.G to.404 •.375 SO.• to.• to.••.••.277 SO.214 •.212 ••241 5

10 SO.•74 $0.747 SO.854 SO.513 •.121 •.•1 SO.4t3 to.411 •.3IS ••• SO.• to.. .... •.• ..218 •.214 10
15 SO.822 $0.711 SO.880 SO.•15 SO.III SO.507 SO.417 to.••.404 •.371 •.., •.••.311 •.••.111 •.m 15
20 $0.958 $0.818 SO.717 SO.• SO.5n SO.127 SO." •.410 SO.42O SO." SO.371 • .SI1 •.• SO.317 •.••.210 20
25 SO.987 $0.843 SO.738 SO.858 SO.594 SO.542 SO.. ..413 SO.432 SO.. $0.. •.• ..343 SO.327 SO.312 SO.. 25
30 $0.863 $0.758 $0.874 SO.8OI SO.558 $0.512 SO.475 SO.443 SO.418 SO.• SO.370 $0.351 SO.334 SO.311 SO.. 30
35 $0.771 $0.e87 $0.821 SO.587 $0.522 SO.484 SO.452 SO.424 SO.4OO SO.371 SO.. SO.341 $0.321 SO.312 35
40 $0.700 SO.132 $O.sn $0.531 $0.413 SO.• SO.432 $0.407 SO.• SO.• SO.347 SO.332 SO.317 40
45 $0.542 SO.588 SO.540 SO.501 SO.417 SO.. $0.413 $0.•1 SO.371 SO.. ..337 SO.322 45
50 $0.514 SO.547 SO.5OI $0.474 •.444 $0.411 SO.. ..m SO.. ..341 $0.327 50
55 SO.554 $0.514 SO.. SO.. to.424 SO.401 $0.311 SO.. $O.M $0.331 55
80 SO.52O SO.415 $0.. $0.. to.. SO.. SO.. •.• •.• 80
85 $0.411 $0.410 •.• ..410 •.• ..310 •.• SO.. 85
70 $0.485 ..... ..414 •.• ..374 •.317 •.M2 70
75 SO.442 $0.411 •.• SO.3n to.. ..341 75
80 SO.421 $0.400 to.3I1 SO.313 to.S4I SO
85 $0.403 SO.384 SO.. $0.. 85
90 $0.317 $0.. $0.353 90
95 $0.372 $0.. 95

100 $0.358 100

25 30 35 40 45
Total channell on reaulated tI....

50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

Note: Benchmarks derived by ,.-estlmatlng the FCC benchfMIrk equetion from the FCC ....... exdUdlng hnchItet HMKI
by e munlclpeHy-owned cable .yetem Ind frlnchiIn d1aradett1ed by compeIIlIon that h.. petIlIted 5 yee,. or .....
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Benchmark Cable Rates When Municipal and Short-term Competitive Franchises Are Excluded

Systems with 500 subscribers, 25 to 100 ch8nnels: Price. per Ch8nnel

S.telIIt. Total channel. on regulated u.... . Satellite
Ch.nn.as 25 30 35 40 45 81 Channet.

o .8 .543 SO.4 . 4. . . . . 71. . . . 1 . 11. . 0
5 SO.718 $O.e72 SO.. $0.524 $0.473 SO.432 $0.. $0.. $0.341 $0.323 ..... to.. ....213 $0'- 10.. to.. 5

10 SO.182 so.ne SO.844 SO.174 •.11' ....47.. $0.438 $0.. $0.371 SO.354 •.3M •.It' •.• ... to.272 ... 10
15 SO.9OI $0.777 $0.• SO.••.547 $0.500 SO.• SO...27 SO.• SO.374 to.• $0.• $0.311 SO.301 • .217 $O.m 15
20 SO."'" $0.807 $0.701 SO.82t $0.• $0.51' SO...71 SO.443 SO.414 SO." SO.• $0.348 SO.32I SO.312 SO.211 SO.215 20
25 $0.972 $0.831 $0.727 SO.848 SO.• SO.534 SO.• SO.457 $0.421 SO.• SO.377 $0.• SO.• SO.322 SO.307 SO." 25
30 $0.851 $0.745 SO.e84 SO.IOO SO.547 $O.5b4 50.• $0.418 $0.401 $0.• $0.• $0.• $0.330 $0.315 SO.301 30
35 $0.780 $0.877 $0.812 $0.559 $0.515 $0.477 $0.....5 SO.418 SCU'" $0.372 $0.353 $0.331 $0.321 $0.307 35
40 $0.889 $0.823 $0.• SO.124 $0.... $0.453 SO.425 SO.401 $0.311 SO.• SO.342 to.m to.313 40
45 $0.832 SO.577 SO.832 to.413 SO.• $0.432 SO.407 $0...... $0.341 $0.332 SO.317 45
50 $0.. SO.531 SO.5OO $0....7 SO.43I $0.413 to.. to.m .... $0.. ..322 50
55 SO.548 $0.507 $0.473 SO 3 •.411 SO.. so.m •.317 SO.341 SO.. 55
ISO $0.512 $0.478 SO SO.423 SO.4OO $0.311 $0.•1 to.341 $0.. ISO
85 $0....3 $0.453 to.427 $0.404 to.. to.. to.,. •.• 85
70 $0.451 •.431 $0.'" .... .... •.• 70
75 SO.435 SO.412 •.•1 SO.372 ..140 75
80 SO.415 SO." $O.m •.••.342 eo
85 SO.. SO.371 to.•, •.345 85
90 SO.3I1 to... to.34I 90
95 SO.. $0.350 95

100 SO.353 100

i

25 30 35 40 45
Total channels on reaulated U....

50 55 80 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

Note: Benchmarks derived by r....tim.tlng the FCC benchmark equation from the FCC.... excluding franc:hlIe MId
by • munlclpally-owned cable .ystem .nd french'"' characterised by competition that h•• persisted 5 ye.rs or .
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